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SECOND DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 1,2,4,5,7-10,12,15,18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Nadeau-Dostie et al. (USPN 6536008B1). As per claim 1, Nadeau-Dostie 
et al. discloses a fault selection circuit adapted with fault selection data identifying 
selected circuit outputs of the circuit device, a fault value circuit adapted with fault 
values for injection on corresponding selected circuit outputs, and the fault selection 
circuit controlling the selected circuit outputs in place of control by system logic during 
injection of respective fault values in column 3, lines 14-20. 

3. As per claim 2, Nadeau-Dostie et al. discloses the data and the fault values, 
respectively, are received from an industry standard, TAP controller in column 3, liens 
11-13; column 4, lines 54-60. 

4. As per claim 4, Nadeau-Dostie et al. discloses wherein, the circuits are 
independent of an operating system of the circuit device in Figures 5-17. There is no 
disclosed operating system in the circuits. 
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5. As per claim 5, Nadeau-Dostie et al. discloses wherein, the system selects pins 
for fault injection, and the pins are connected to a circuit board having circuit board 
interconnections being tested for vector verification by the fault injection values in 
column 3, lines 14-20; column 6, lines 20-47. 

6. As per claim 7, Nadeau-Dostie et al. discloses wherein, the fault selection circuit 
comprises a user defined scan register in the circuit device in column 18, line 61 - 
column 19, line 6. 

7. As per claim 8, Nadeau-Dostie et al. discloses the fault value circuit comprises a 
user defined scan register in the circuit device in column 7, lines 4-50; column 18, line 
61 -column 19, line 6. 

8. As per claim 9, Nadeau-Dostie et al. discloses the system selects an internal 
register for fault injection, and the internal register is in the system logic of the circuit 
device in column 7, lines 4-50. 

9. As per claim 10, Nadeau-Dostie et al. discloses storing and updating fault 
injection selection data in a first register; scanning and storing fault injection values in a 
second register; and updating the fault injection selection data and the fault injection 
values at the selected fault injection locations of the programmable circuit device, while 
the selected fault injection locations are controlled by the first and second register 
instead of by system logic of the circuit device in column 7, lines 4-50. 

10. As per claim 12, Nadeau-Dostie et al. discloses injecting stuck-at fault injection 
values on selected pins of the fault injection locations in column 7, lines 4-50. 
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11. As per claim 1 5, Nadeau-Dostie et al. discloses injecting stuck-at fault injection 
values on selected pins of the fault injection locations while the programmable circuit 
device is mounted on a circuit board, to test for vector verification of circuitry of the 
circuit board in column 7, lines 4-50; column 18, line 61 - column 19, line 6. 

12. As per claim 1 8, Nadeau-Dostie et al. discloses injecting one or more of the fault 
injection values at an internal register in the system logic of the circuit device in column 
7, lines 4-50. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

14. Claims 3,6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nadeau-Dostie et al. in view of Davies (US Publication Number 200201 991 34A1). 

15. As per claim 3, Nadeau-Dostie et al. fails to explicitly state the circuit device 
comprises a field programmable gate array, FPGA. 

Davies discloses this limitation on page 1, paragraph 0003. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have the circuit device comprises a field programmable 
gate array, FPGA. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
have the circuit device comprises a field programmable gate array, FPGA because an 
FPGA is a type of integrated circuit that is tested. 
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16. As per claim 6, Nadeau-Dostie et al. fails to explicitly state the system selects 
pins for fault injection, the pins are connected to a backplane, and the backplane is 
coupled to a backplane test tool having a backplane test algorithm being tested for 
verification. 

Davies discloses this limitation on page 1 , paragraph 0005. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have the system select pins for fault injection, the pins 
are connected to a backplane, and the backplane is coupled to a backplane test tool 
having a backplane test algorithm being tested for verification. A person of ordinary skill 
in the art would have been motivated to have the system select pins for fault injection, 
the pins are connected to a backplane, and the backplane is coupled to a backplane 
test tool having a backplane test algorithm being tested for verification because 
backplane testing allows for diagnostic software to correctly identify faults induced on 
the backplane. 

17. Claims 11,13,14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nadeau-Dostie et al. in view of Abramovici etal. (USPN 62021 82B1). 

1 8. As per claim 1 1 , Nadeau-Dostie et al. fail to explicitly state injecting stuck-on fault 
injection values on selected pins of the fault injection locations. 

Abramovici et al. discloses this limitation in column 7, lines 16-26. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have injecting stuck-on fault injection values on selected 
pins of the fault injection locations. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
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motivated to have injecting stuck-on fault injection values on selected pins of the fault 
injection locations because configuration memory bit faults are also detected. 

19. As per claim 13, Nadeau-Dostie discloses injecting stuck-at fault injection values 
on selected pins of the fault injection locations in column 7, lines 4-50. 

Nadeau-Dostie et al. fail to explicitly state injecting stuck-on fault injection values 
on selected pins of the fault injection locations. 

Abramovici et al. discloses this limitation in column 7, lines 16-26. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have injecting stuck-on fault injection values on selected 
pins of the fault injection locations. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to have injecting stuck-on fault injection values on selected pins of the fault 
injection locations because configuration memory bit faults are also detected. 

20. As per claim 14, Nadeau-Dostie et al. fail to explicitly state injecting stuck-on fault 
injection values on selected pins of the fault injection locations while the programmable 
circuit device is mounted on a circuit board, to test for vector verification of circuitry of 
the circuit board. 

Abramovici et al. discloses this limitation in column 7, lines 16-26. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have injecting stuck-on fault injection values on selected 
pins of the fault injection locations while the programmable circuit device is mounted on 
a circuit board, to test for vector verification of circuitry of the circuit board. A person of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to have injecting stuck-on fault 
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injection values on selected pins of the fault injection locations while the programmable 
circuit device is mounted on a circuit board, to test for vector verification of circuitry of 
the circuit board because configuration memory bit faults are also detected. 

Claim Objections 

21 . Claims 16,17 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

22. Applicant's arguments with respect to the rejection(s) of claim(s) under 1 -1 8 have 
been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. 
However, upon further consideration, a new rejection is made for claims 1-15,18, as 
disclosed above. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Yolanda L. Wilson whose telephone number is (571) 

272- 3653. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (7:30-4:00). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert Beausoliel can be reached on (571) 272-3645. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 

273- 8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-91 97 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-91 99 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571 -272-1 000. 




Yolanda L Wilson 
Examiner 
Art Unit 21 13 



